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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -26 have been examined. 

Specification 

2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Any rejections not repeated in this office action have been withdrawn. 

2. With regards to applicants traversal of the rejection of claims on the grounds that the 
usage of the term "unstructured data" is unclear. The examiner would like to note the follow 
from the September 1, 2006 reply: 

a. "Applicants submit that one of ordinary skill in the art would understand the term 
"structured data" to mean information found in databases" 

b. "Typically, the entire spectrum of data that is less structured than database entries 
is categorized under the term "Unstructured data." 

c. ". . .which stores unstructured data that includes a well-formed XML document 
stored within a single table or column of a database. ..." 

d. "While each XML document adheres to a single structure (e.g., a particular DTD) 
and is in one sense it thus structured data, the database column the XML document is 
stored in is unstructured in the sense that it can store XML data that adheres to a variety 
of DTDs and thus is not limited to storing data that adheres to a particular structure." 
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A contradiction between these definitions is clear. In (a) the applicant is correct, however the 
data as claimed is information found in a database, see c. Furthermore, the applicant exemplifies 
the deviation from what would have been understood by one of ordinary skill in the art in d. As 
it appears from the specification and the presented arguments, that the intended interpretation of 
"Unstructured data" could in fact have nothing to do with the structure of the document, but 
instead the database column have the ability to store xml data with different structures. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 USC 1 12 2 nd paragraph. 

5. Claims 1, 12, 19, and 26 contain "and/or" which causes the meets and bounds of the 
claim to be unclear. 

6. The term "unstructured data" in claims 4, 5, 6, 8, 15, 16, 22, and 23 renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "unstructured data " is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The term unstructured in this case 
refers to an XML document, which could be considered to be structured data. Furthermore, it 
appears from the applicants specification that this term may not be consistent with what would 
have been understood by one of ordinary skill in the art as it deviates from the common 
definition. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
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7. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

8. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 USC 101 as failing to provide a useful, concrete, and 
tangible result. See MPEP 2106. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

10. Claims 1-3, 7, 9-14, 1 8, 20, 21, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Implementing Oracle Workflow, Published in 1999, Known hereafter as 
Mathieson in view of US 2001/0002485, known hereafter as Bisbee. 

1 1 . Claim 1 is rejected for the following reasons: 
Mathieson Teaches: 

1 . A method of committing a transaction to a database, the method comprising: initiating a 
database transaction; (Figure 3 "Start" } creating an electronic record that includes transaction 
data from the database transaction; (Figure 1 Shows that the record contains transaction data 
using the broadest reasonable interpretation I executing a rule associated with the record to 
determine whether an electronic signature is required to connote review and/or approval of the 
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electronic record, {Figures 3 and 51 wherein if execution of the rule results in a determination 
that an electronic signature is required, requesting the electronic signature prior to committing 
the transaction to the database, ( Figure 3 End [Approved]} 

However, Matieson fails to expressly disclose: End[Approved] resulting in committing the 
transaction to a database. This feature is taught by Bisbee, which teaches providing a separate 
database of a trusted 3 rd party, which only accepts records (commits) after all business rules have 
been satisfied(See Paras 17, 169 and 104 and figure 6). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine the features of Bisbee with those of Matieson as Bisbee 
allows for reliable storage and record maintenance by a trusted 3 party. 

12. Claim 2 is rejected for the following reasons: 

2. The method of claim 1 wherein the electronic record comprises data generated from multiple 
tables of the database. (It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the record 
to be stored in Bisbee would be generated from multiple table, as Matieson comprises multiple 
tables, and by incorporating the data from these tables would result in Bisbee Maintaining a 
complete record. } 

13. Claim 3 is rejected for the following reasons: 

3. The method of claim 1 wherein the electronic record is stored in a common repository of 
electronic records that provides an audit trail that cannot be altered or disabled by users of the 
database. (Mathieson Figures 1 1 and 12, as well as, Bisbee, Paras 77, 78, and 106 all teach a 
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secure audit trail for the database objects, which inherently cannot be altered or disabled as it is 
used for proof of users signatures} 

14. Claim 7 is rejected for the following reasons: 

7. The method of claim 1 further comprising the step o£ if execution of the rule results in a 

determination that an electronic signature is required, displaying at least some of the transaction 

data in the electronic record on a computer display and requesting the electronic 

signature, (Mathieson Page 2 signature is applied to a field in the document, Bisbee Figure 9 item 

926} 

1 5. Claim 9 is rejected for the following reasons: 

9, The method of claim 1 further comprising obtaining and verifying the electronic signature, and 
thereafter, committing the database transaction to the database. (Mathieson Inherently must 
check to see if the password is correct see page 2, Bisbee Figure 7} 

1 6. Claim 10 is rejected for the following reasons: 

10. The method of claim 1 wherein the rule requires a plurality of different electronic signatures 
and wherein, if execution of the rule results in a determination that a plurality of electronic 
signatures are required, requesting the plurality of electronic signatures prior to committing the 
data to the database. (Mathieson Figure 3, Bisbee Para 74} 
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17. Claim 11 is rejected for the following reasons: 

1 L The method of claim 9 wherein, if the electronic signature is rejected or otherwise cannot be 
obtained, the transaction is rolled-back and not committed to the database, {it is inherent that 
the database manager would not allow a transaction to be committed wherein an electronic 
signature was rejected, which would result in a roll- back} 

18. Claim 12 is rejected for the following reasons: 

12. A computer system that manages electronic records stored in a database, the computer 
system comprising: a processor (The system inherently has a processor) ; a database {Bisbee Para 
104) ; and a computer-readable memory coupled to the processor, the computer-readable 
memory configured to store a computer program; wherein the.processor is operative with the 
computer program to: {inherent features initiate a database transaction; (ii) create an 
electronic record that includes transaction data from the database transaction; and execute a 
rule associated with the record to determine whether an electronic signature is required to 
connote review and/or approval of the electronic record, wherein if execution of the rule results 
in a determination that an electronic signature is required, requesting the electronic signature 
prior to committing the transaction to the database. {See claim 1 rejection for italicized 
limitations. 



19. Claim 13 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 2 rejection. 
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20. Claim 14 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 3 rejection. 

21 . Claim 18 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 9 rejection, 

22. Claim 19 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 1 rejection. 

23. Claim 20 is rejected for the following reasons: 

20. The computer program of claim 19 wherein the code for creating an electronic record creates 
electronic records in response to the occurrence of a predefined event. {Mathieson figures 2 and 

3} 

24. Claim 21 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 3 rejection. 

25. Claim 25 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 9 rejection. 

26. Claims 4- 6, 15-17, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mathieson in view of Bisbee in further view of "Integrating XML and Databases" known 
hereafter as Bertino. 
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27. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Mathison fails to expressly disclose the use of XML Documents. Bisbee also teaches the objects 
being XML documents, para 71 . Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use XML as a well-known standard which provides the advantage of being easily 
supported. However, it is not expressly stated in the above mentioned references how the data is 
stored within the database. Bertino teaches the storage of an unstructured XML document as a 
column of a table as a CLOB datatype, page 86 col 1 . Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include these features as it provides an 
organized method for storing the objects. 

Also note, "Oracle Workflow Release 2.6.2 Business Event System and PL/SQL Development 
Guidelines" teaches that Oracle Workflow typically uses XML Documents on page 15. 

28. Claim 6 is rejected for the following reasons: 

6. The method of claim 5 wherein XML fields of the unstructured data are filled with the 
transaction data based on a predefined mapping of a data type definition to multiple data sources. 
{See Bertino, The formatting of data into an XML file is inherently done using the mapping of a 
DTD to multiple data sources, as the DTD defines how data is mapped and related in the XML 
file} 

29. Claim 15 is rejected for the following reasons: 
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See claim 4 rejection. 

30. Claim 16 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 5 rejection. 

3 1 . Claim 17 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 6 rejection. 

32. Claim 22 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 4 rejection. 

33. Claim 23 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 5 rejection. 

34. Claim 24 is rejected for the following reasons: 

35. See claim 6 rejection. 

Claim 8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathieson in view of Bisbee 
in view of Official Notice. 

36. Claim 8 , as best understood, is rejected for the following reasons: 

8. The method of claim 7 wherein the transaction data in the electronic record is displayed 
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according to a predefined layout set forth in an XSL style sheet and wherein the unstructured 
data further comprises a copy of the electronic record as displayed in a second column of the 
database table. 

Bisbee teaches XML for formatting the data and having unstructured data that contains 
copies {Para 100}, but fails to expressly disclose how the data is presented to the user, and the 
data being stored in tables. The examiner takes official notice that the use of XSL to provide a 
layout for displaying XML documents was well known at the time of the invention, as was the 
ability to store data in tables. Thus it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
to do so a XSL is the language for determining XML document presentation and store data in 
tables. It is further noted by applicant not presenting a proper traversal of this official notice in 
the 9/1/2006 amendment it is now considered to be admitted prior art. See MPEP 2144.03. 

37. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathieson in 
view of Bisbee in view Bertino and Official Notice. 

38. Claim 26 is rejected for the following reasons: 

26. A method of committing a transaction to a database, the method comprising: automatically 
creating an electronic record including transaction data associated with the transaction in 
response to the occurrence of a predetermined event {Set Claim 20 rejection) , wherein the 
electronic record comprises the transaction data stored as a well-formed XML document (See 
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claims 4 and 5 reiectionl in a character large-object (CLOB) format of a column of a database 
table; storing the electronic record in a common repository of electronic records that provides 
an audit trail that cannot be altered or deleted by users of the system; (see claim 3 rejection} 
executing a rule associated with the electronic record to determine whether an electronic 
signature is required to connote review and/or approval of the electronic record; (see claim 1 
rejection) and if execution of the rule results in a determination that an electronic signature is 
required, (0 displaying the transaction data in the electronic record according to a predefined 
layout set forth in an XSL style sheet associated with the electronic record and storing a copy of 
the transaction data as displayed in a character large-object (CLOB) format of a second column 
of the database table and (ii) requesting, obtaining and verifying the electronic signature prior to 
committing the transaction into a database. (See claim 9 rejection} 

Bisbee teaches the objects being XML documents, Para 71, however it is not expressly stated 
how the data is stored within the database. Cheng teaches the storage of an XML document as a 
column of a table as a CLOB data type. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include these features in the invention of Bisbee as it 
provides a organized method for storing the objects. 

Bisbee also fails to teach the use of XSL for displaying XML documents. The examiner takes 
official notice that the use of XSL to provide a layout for displaying XML documents was well 
known at the time of the invention. Thus it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to do so a XSL is the language for determining XML document presentation. 
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Bisbee para 33 teaches copies of the object being signed and stored and 1 06 teaches using 
versioning, however it fails to mention these documents being stored in a second column of a 
database table as a clob. The act of using a clob is discussed above, and the examiner takes 
official notice that it was well known in the art to store updated versions of a document in a table 
with a column for each version. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include this feature, as it would provide organized structure to the 
objects. 

It is further noted by applicant not presenting a proper traversal of this official notice in the 
9/1/2006 amendment it is now considered to be admitted prior art. See MPEP 2144.03. 

Conclusion 

39. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. US 7039805 teaches a system for digitally signing documents. Oracle "Questions & 
answer document for Oracle Appsword" teaches Oracle e-business 1 li. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cory C. Bell whose telephone number is (571) 272 2736. The 
examiner can normally be reached on m-f 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (57 1 ) 272 4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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